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DETAILED ACTION 

Status of the Claims 

1 . Claims 3-4 and 7-10 were previously pending in this application. Claim 3 was 
amended in the reply filed June 3, 2008. Claims 3-4 and 7-10 are currently pending in 
this application. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on June 3, 
2008 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejections made under § 1 03(a) have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 3-4 and 7-1 0 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

6. As per claim 3, the claim limitation "authentication means for validity" uses the 
phrase "means for" or "step for", but it is modified by some structure, material, or acts 
recited in the claim. It is unclear whether the recited structure, material, or acts are 
sufficient for performing the claimed function which would preclude application of 35 
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U.S.C. 112, sixth paragraph, because the subsequently recited receipt of the second 
identifier transmitted from the user terminal appear to be the act and structure used for 
validity. Moreover, the term "validity" by itself does not even serve to specify a function 
to be performed by the authentication means, and accordingly the scope of the claim 
cannot be construed. 

The claim limitation "means for referring" uses the phrase "means for" or "step 
for", but it is modified by some structure, material, or acts recited in the claim. It is 
unclear whether the recited structure, material, or acts are sufficient for performing the 
claimed function which would preclude application of 35 U.S.C. 112, sixth paragraph, 
because the subsequently recited data base and displaying steps used. It is also not 
clear if "specifying" is a separate function performed by the "means for referring" or if it 
is the methodology used for "referring." Moreover, it is not even clear what function 
"referring a data base" and merely "specifying" certain information are performing, and 
therefore it is not possible to truly ascertain the scope of the claim under 112, sixth 
paragraph, by identifying the corresponding structure used to perform the function in the 
specification. The corresponding structure for a computer-implemented function must 
include the algorithm as well as the general purpose computer or microprocessor. 
WMS Gaming, Inc. v. International Game Technology, 184 F.3d 1339, 51 USPQ2d 
1385 (Fed. Cir. 1999). An indefiniteness rejection is appropriate if the written 
description of the specification discloses no corresponding algorithm. Aristocrat 
Technologies, Inc. v. International Game Technology, 521 F.3d 1328, 1337-38, 86 
USPQ2d 1235, 1243 (Fed. Cir. 2008). The algorithm used in the specification for 
"referring a data base" and "specifying" identifiers cannot be determined because the 
description of the functions in the claims themselves are too vague to ascertain the 
desired function. 

The claim limitation "reservation information registering means for obtaining" 
uses the phrase "means for" or "step for", but it is modified by some structure, material, 
or acts recited in the claim. It is unclear whether the recited structure, material, or acts 
are sufficient for performing the claimed function which would preclude application of 35 
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U.S.C. 112, sixth paragraph, because the subsequently recited data base and other 
structural requirements such as a user terminal in communication with the recited 
means. 

The claim limitation "means for reading" uses the phrase "means for" or "step 
for", but it is modified by some structure, material, or acts recited in the claim. It is 
unclear whether the recited structure, material, or acts are sufficient for performing the 
claimed function which would preclude application of 35 U.S.C. 112, sixth paragraph, 
because the subsequently recited reader used to read the identifier. Moreover it is 
unclear what structure performs the subsequent functions claimed (i.e., whether or not 
the "means for reading" performs the "investigating" and "admitting"). 

If applicant wishes to have these claim limitations treated under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, 
sixth paragraph, applicant is required to amend the claim so that the phrase "means for" 
or "step for" is clearly not modified by sufficient structure, material, or acts for 
performing the claimed function. 

If applicant does not wish to have the claim limitation treated under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, sixth 
paragraph, applicant is required to amend the claim so that it will clearly not be a means 
(or step) plus function limitation (e.g., deleting the phrase "means for" or "step for"). 
Claims 4 and 7-1 0 inherit the above deficiencies by virtue of their dependence from 
claim 3 and, as such, are rejected for the same reasons. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 3-4 and 8-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mahoney, et al., U.S. Pat. No. 5,502,806 (Reference A of the PTO-892 part of 
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paper no. 20070523) in view of Waytena, et al., U.S. Pat. No. 6,748,364 (Reference A 
of the attached PTO-892). 

9. As per claim 3, Mahoney teaches a facility reserving system comprising: 

a server on a reservation side including (col. 3, line 17): an authentication means 
for validity of the second identifier by receiving the second identifier transmitted from a 
user terminal via the communications network (col. 3, lines 18-23); and a reservation 
information registering means for obtaining the authentication and carrying out a 
communication with the user terminal (col. 4, lines 3-7), for associating the specified first 
identifier with a reservation facility name and reservation time slot information which are 
produced by a user operating the user terminal (col. 4, lines 7-10), and for registering 
the first identifier, the reservation facility name, and the reservation time slot information 
in a facility reservation data base (DB) (col. 4, lines 17-20, 30-32; col. 6, lines 48-53), 
an administration device on a facility side including: means for reading the first 
identifier from an information storage element mounted on the admission ticket via a 
reader (col. 4, lines 33-34), referring a facility name and a reservation time registered in 
the facility reservation DB from the read first identifier (col. 4, lines 33-36), investigating 
whether or not a usage of the facility is in accordance with a reservation (col. 4, lines 
36-37), and admitting the usage in a case of being in accordance with the reservation 
(col. 4, line 37). 

Mahoney further teaches the use of data bases for managing reservations (e.g., 
col. 5, line 38), and maintaining records of relationships between identifiers (e.g., 
between patron and the patron's issued card in col. 3, lines 20-25). However, it does 
not explicitly teach means for referring a data base displaying a relationship between 
the first identifier and the second identifier and for specifying the first identifier 
corresponding to the second identifier received; which is taught by Waytena (Figs. 2A- 
2D; col. 10, lines 24-60). It would have been prima facie obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention to incorporate the above teachings of Waytena as 
the means for referring and specifying because this is merely a combination of old 
elements. In the combination each element would have served the same function as it 
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did separately. One skilled in the art would have recognized that the means for 
referring taught by Waytena could be incorporated into the already disclosed data bases 
and record-keeping functionality of Mahoney through routine engineering producing 
predictable results. 

1 0. As per claim 4, Mahoney in view of Waytena teaches the system of claim 3 as 
described above. Mahoney further teaches at the time of admission into said site or 
facility, the unique, first identifier of the information storage element mounted in said 
admission ticket is readout (col. 4, lines 33-36), and admission is permitted while 
referring to said facility reservation information registered with said facility reservation 
DB with this identifier as a key (col. 4, line 37). 

11. As per claim 8, Mahoney in view of Waytena teaches the system of claim 3 as 
described above. Mahoney further teaches a reservation screen information 
producing/outputting means (col. 4, line 15) for, by referring to said facility reservation 
DB, producing screen information in a form where information for reservation-available 
facility names and time slots thereof can be selected by the user (col. 4, lines 13-15) 
and providing the same to said user terminal or on-site-installed reservation terminal 
(col. 4, line 15). 

12. As per claim 9, Mahoney in view of Waytena teaches the systems of claims 3 
and 4 as described above. Mahoney further teaches a reservation screen information 
receiving means (col. 4, line 15) for carrying out communications with said facility 
reserving system upon approximation or loading of information storage element having 
said computer-identifiable unique, first identifier, mounted in said admission ticket (col. 
4, lines 4-7; col. 6, lines 41-47) and receiving, from said facility reserving system, 
reservation screen information in a form where information for reservation-available 
facility names and time slots thereof can be selected (col. 4, line 12); and a selection 
input information communicating means for taking in a selection input for a facility 
reservation by the user while displaying said reservation screen information (col. 4, lines 
13-15) and sending the same to said facility reserving system via said communications 
network (col. 4, line 15). 
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13. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mahoney, 
et al. in view of Waytena, et al., as applied to claim 3 above, in further view of 
Redmann, et al., U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 2002/0174003 (Reference B of the PTO-892 part of 
paper no. 20070523). 

14. As per claim 7, Mahoney in view of Waytena teaches the system of claim 3 as 
described above. Mahoney further teaches a group (col. 1 , line 35) reservation 
receiving means (col. 4, line 5) for receiving human-perceptible unique, second 
identifiers respectively displayed on said admission tickets (col. 3, line 23) for a 
predetermined number of persons (col. 4, lines 52-55). Mahoney in view of Waytena 
does not teach via said admission ticket possessed by a representative and permitting a 
reservation input thereof only for an identical time slot of an identical facility; which is 
taught by Redmann (Iffl 0143-47). It would have been prima facie obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to incorporate the above teachings 
of Redmann into the system taught by Mahoney in view of Laval in order to allow for a 
preferred party to use a no-wait entrance to an attraction (as taught by Redmann; ^ 
0143). Moreover, this is merely a combination of known elements that could be 
incorporated by routine engineering producing predictable results. 

15. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mahoney, et al. in view of Waytena, et al., as applied to claim 9 above, in further view of 
DeLorme, et al., U.S. Pat. No. 5,948,040 (Reference C of the PTO-892 part of paper no. 
20070523). 

16. As per claim 1 0, Mahoney in view of Waytena teaches the system of claim 9 as 
described above. Mahoney in view of Waytena does not explicitly teach a display 
control means for displaying, in addition to a present location, an arrangement of 
facilities installed at the periphery in a map form and also displaying already-reserved 
facilities in a manner differentiated from other facilities. DeLorme teaches a display 
control means (col. 14, line 60) for displaying, in addition to a present location, an 
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arrangement of facilities installed at the periphery in a map form (col. 22, lines 49-51; 
col. 29, line 27) and also displaying already-reserved facilities in a manner differentiated 
from other facilities (col. 22, lines 46, 55-56). It would have been prima facie obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to incorporate the above 
teachings of DeLorme into the system taught by Mahoney in view of Laval to enable the 
user to visually identify selected geographical information (as taught by DeLorme; col. 
22, lines 56-58). Moreover, this is merely a combination of known elements that could 
be incorporated by routine engineering producing predictable results. 

Conclusion 

17. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DANIEL P. VETTER whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1366. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday 
from 8am to 6pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Hayes can be reached on (571) 272-6708. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/JOHN W HAYES/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3628 



